Curtin is committed to innovation and excellence in teaching and research, for the benefit of our students and the wider community. The institutional effectiveness and efficiency Performance Indicators (PIs) used by Curtin are designed to demonstrate progress towards meeting Teaching and Learning and Research and Development objectives and targets as espoused in the University's Strategic and Enabling Plans.
Curtin is committed to innovation and excellence in teaching and research, for the benefit of our students and the wider community. The institutional effectiveness and efficiency Performance Indicators (PIs) used by Curtin are designed to demonstrate progress towards meeting Teaching and Learning and Research and Development objectives and targets as espoused in the University's Strategic and Enabling Plans.
The performance indicators used are divided into two categories -effectiveness and efficiencyand are used in the following context:
• Effectiveness measures the extent to which outcomes have been achieved
• Efficiency measures the resources used to attain a certain level of output.
Section A indicators focus on Curtin's higher education operations, while those in Section B relate to Curtin's Kalgoorlie-based vocational education and training programs (VET).
The following diagram summarises the approach.
Trend data for the last three to four years are provided so that overall direction and rate of progress can be seen. These trend data also illuminate broad changes in cases where short-term variability may hide longer-term trends.
Curtin ' 
A1 Teaching and Learning Performance Indicators
Strategic Objective:
To provide excellent teaching that facilitates learning.
Quality graduates, measured by: (a) Employment and Study Destinations of New First Degree Graduates

Benchmark gauge: Australian Universities' Average
This indicator measures Curtin's effectiveness in both assisting students to reach their full potential and in producing graduates who are of productive value to employers and the community. Table 1 shows results from the Australian Graduate Survey (AGS), which combines the Graduate Destination Survey (GDS) and Course Experience Questionnaire (CEQ). It summarises the major activities of new first degree (that is, bachelor, bachelor honours, and diploma) Curtin graduates each year of the series, and compares these with the national average sourced For example, the decline in the percentage of students choosing to go on to full-time study can be attributed in part to the very strong labour market in Western Australia. The 2008 result also failed to achieve the benchmark of 90 per cent, which is the percentage of broadly satisfied graduates from all Australian universities, using data from the latest GCA report (2007).
Curtin continues to implement development and change initiatives directed towards continuous improvement in the quality of teaching and learning, to achieve better outcomes.
Performance Indicators (continued)
Section A Higher Education Performance
A1 Teaching and Learning Performance Indicators
Performance Indicators (continued) which are no longer collected in the AGS. Therefore these scales are marked n/c or not collected for previous years. 3. n/a = not available. 4. All refers to All Australian universities. 5. Broad agreement includes responses of 3, 4 and 5 on a 5-point scale where 5 is strongly agree, so eliminating disagree and disagree strongly. This indicator is the percentage in each academic year of assessed subject load (based on credit points studied) for which students were awarded a passing grade.
The data in Table 3 Table 3 ). An all-universities benchmark SLPR using all Branches of Learning combined, against which Curtin can test its overall SLPR, is not available. Table 4B shows the comparison in 2008 dollars (that is, after applying CPI adjustments to previous years' data).
It is important to note that average expenditure per EFTSL is largely dependent on the mix of disciplines taught by an institution. Curtin's high representation of laboratory-based courses raises service delivery costs when compared to institutions where non-laboratory based courses feature more prominently. Also, Curtin incurs higher than average costs in supporting the delivery of regional higher education programs through its presence in Kalgoorlie,
Northam, Esperance, Margaret River, Albany, Geraldton, Karratha and Port Hedland. Table 5B shows Postgraduate Research productivity rates, with the data disaggregated to the Master and Doctorate levels. The denominator is restricted to staff eligible to supervise research students.
There are significant declines in both Master and Doctorate completions in 2008 after bumper numbers in 2007. These result in the higher degree productivity rates dropping back to more normal levels; decline in Master completions is more marked though.
However, Curtin higher degree productivity rate remains above the ATN benchmark. 
NOTES:
All financial data are for calendar year periods except for CRC data which is reported on a financial year.
Research funding (input) growth, measured by: (i) Total Research Funding
Benchmark gauge: ATN Average and National Ranking Table 12 and compared with the publication rates for ATN, and for all Australian universities. All staff data are derived from the Commonwealth annual statistical collections. The definition of academic research staff is identical to that used for the efficiency indicators (Note 1 of Table 11 ).
Curtin's output of 13.5 publications per 10 FTE in 2007 is a marked improvement over the previous two years' and raises it above the ATN average as well as the National average. n/a n/a 376 91% (92%) n/a n/a Unemployed 22 5% (5%) n/a n/a 13 3% (3%) n/a n/a Not in Labour Force 22 5% (4%) n/a n/a 25 6% (5%) n/a n/a
Number of Respondents 1,541 1,669 state
Employed 5,241 78% (78%) n/a n/a 4,681 83% (83%) n/a n/a Unemployed 563 8% (9%) n/a n/a 340 6% (6%) n/a n/a Not in Labour Force 866 13% (13%) n/a n/a 641 11% (11%) n/a n/a
Number of Respondents 34,211 34,974 national
Employed 32,231 80% (79%) n/a n/a 31,094 81% (80%) n/a n/a Unemployed 3,735 9% (10%) n/a n/a 3,183 8% (9%) n/a n/a Not in Labour Force 4,347 11% (11%) n/a n/a 3,980 10% (10%) n/a n/a 
Number of Respondents
